.0 DOCUMENT RESUME o

TED'Z43 949 . et TM 840 264 _
: . . ‘ oo o Toneo T R o , e 7
'-5,guj§gn;;¢;_ ; brCziko, GaryﬁA.;[Lin;rNien—Hsuan Jenn1fer'vj' ; ‘
ST p . ales of
,‘J ?‘“:, . Language Prg f1c1ency-'Class" 1 Psychometr1c,.Latent -
S A . Trait; and onparametr1c Ap roaches. LS : g
PUB DATE =~ Apr 84 ..
NOTE = 322;;,?§Per presented at the knnual ﬁeet:ng of the
B ... % .~ American Educatgonalfﬂéséarcﬁ Association (68th; New
'lgﬁﬁ_gﬁﬁﬁ . . Orleans, LA, April 23-27, 1984). - g :
' “PUB_TYPE"'}‘; 'Speeches/Conference Papers (150) o Reports -
[RR o Research/Technzcal (143) P ,j B
e . 3 R T A Ve
EDRS PRICE .1,;MF01/pc02 plus Postage.,., . e T B
.DESCRIPTORS _  Adults; *English (Second Language) Fore1gn Studentsf
Lot ‘;H1gher Education; Item Analys1s- *Languagek- ;
- .7 ¢ .- . proficiency; Latent Trait Theory; Measurément

_Techniques; Nonparametr:c Statzsttcs' *Rattng Scales"nr, ‘

>

L s xTest Construction; Test -Theory -

_vlﬁEﬁTlfiﬁﬁé;vfi:Ill1no1s Engl1sh Placement Test Test of, Engi:sh as a.
' v B Fore1gn Language ; a S : Co

P

R S, P . . b . . . o - . R -‘\_‘_

ABSTRACT "‘ ‘ o o ® R e
i Th1s study used classical psychometrzc, fatent tra1t;g'¢*“
and nonparametr1c approaches to analyze 13— and 14 1te@ scales of s

compreﬁenSIon (dictation) and read1ng (& copytest") were. constructed

¢

by modifying the; standard dictation testing procedure to create items

.of text segments which varied’ w:deiy’xn both length and d:ff:culty.‘,f-’

Both the. dictation and copytést were found to be homogeneous; * .

cumulat1ve scales .of- language*prof:c:ency with high reliability and

validity. Log-ability sc;:es provided by Rasch analyses were found to -

correlate better with otker measures’ of’ language grof1c1ency than. did - -
‘the dictation and copytes raw scores., These findings indicate that -
the two language test1ng techn1ques 1nvest1gated prov1de a useful

approacﬁ over. otﬁer language profacxeney measurement techn1ques are -

discussed as:well as implications for measuring language prof1c1ency

- and other: Eognxtlgé Varxables. (Autﬁor) - ‘ e e
;v". - _ _'_wfaf.b '_i AT o C ~k}“'f - '”‘.5".'\\§ '
Tie Lo . L S S N
. : : o ) . . o e 5 S - . ; .

l . :
¢ . . .
. 2 © ok «
_ - ' ;
. ;~fu ; -#;
1 E } N iy
A
< SO . B
' : . L 3
***************************i*w*****iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii
o RéﬁroauCt1ons suppl1ed by EDRS are the best that canibe made %
o , from the original document. -~ - s . *-

'***********i******************i{r************************************** g‘
ERIC ~ =~ = o e T N s




*

‘.o o . Scales of Language

._,m‘
‘\

) N ‘ _
; Yy
A . - y M - '; ! -
V-T'ﬁé ,-Céﬁéﬁuéiibh'aﬁd ﬁnéiyﬁsisvof S-hbrt'Scéles'bf ':
! [ . ‘, o . . i .
Language Profnc;ency Cl_é sic I Psychometrlc gt A
- Latéht Tralt ané Nonparametrlc Approaches v ;
.. ; R . EE I,
. ' , A Cziko an "‘Nién'—’Hsua'ri Jennifer_Lin - R .
P , R S
o m\am‘snty of Illln ois at Urbana-CHampaign T
: o Y R A . US.DEPARTMENT oF EDUCATIOM
- . g u - NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
Y s A o, EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
. ,-: - . . S . CENTER (ERIC) L
: L ; Lo : . ﬂ Thns pqcumgnt _has been gbroduced as -
3 R T : 5 ; rececved. from the person organizati '\
X - }'v . ) - ment do not necessanly represanlo-fflcnal NIE
7 : ; o o ‘posmon or pohcy ’ N R
Lo i . T IO .
"% -PEAMISSION TO REPRODUGE THIS
- S " MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
N A DT,
S S R G —rc‘rl_frke—,
_/; . des Ry -
, . T@ THE EDUCATIONAL BESQURCES-
. " INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."
- - - I .

200 9
.

(.',
N . . §
D ‘ - - ’ R .
e Paper presented: :at the annual me’e’_ting of the American Educational Re- . °
search Association i -
. N .
' N~
v * * . ..
. i g ; ; . -
\‘1 ’ - ) L €) . ° . h

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



> h g ! Y . 0 Lo ; . V.\ V
o SR & e - 1. Scales-of Language
" Z - ‘\i‘ - . :\; .
el Ia/ten'; tralt and nenparametrlc T~
. - ‘;'
a ) RN s éz. 5 )
homogeneo ls umul’atwe scai" s D‘? ianguage proﬂcnency WIth hlgh rellablllty
.o and validlty

Q

These fmdmgs

dlctatton and

copytest raw scor’es.v

\" ) _,v o i,
5 for me"asurmgxlanguage proﬂcnency and other cogmtwe varlabiéS._

.0. -
v
o ]
e ° 4 , a
A * C- :
R @ o .
- . R
7 S .
. #o
e - : . * . Cegr & )
L. e o N - . L T
¥ . ° EN ' .
A . D ~ 1 »
- ) " X - o —"
% - B < ;
. s °
. i
. . S
- . - - N
\ .
o - -
v . P)
. - i
N .
o )
SR B
. - Y :
- v - .
. -
N . R w *
.
N o _ o
. ) - - o LEY
) : ) [
R e .
y ¥ /—J . w
s M .
- ]
3 - -
. R ) : . -
aq o : s . B Y
@ o Soh S - ¥
’ . . s ~ .
. 4

(R A

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



>

RS

Sl ".j‘Scal‘es"Vo_xfr;Laj‘nguage- -

Q‘_\ . ‘ ‘\‘V\\\&

b

- B ~ | : L -, - . e

Both the theory and p actlce of assessmg sec/and !anéuage proﬁcnency,-'

Ian‘guageT Durlng thlS Perlod generally before the 1960s in the U S

' has undergone marked changes otver the Iast t&O years._ Spolsky (1978) hasff{
. I :

th'e're Was I'lttle concern w;th /the statlstical reI|ab|I1ty or, vahdlty of lan-;

-

Iy

'

turallst" perlod which was prm@nly concerned wnth Ea) constructlng tests'{

-

(b) donng SO w1th d@nonstrable statlstlcal rellablllty and vaI|d|ty Mor\)\,

e

“\

\/
metrlc reI|ab1I|ty and valldity puts a major emphaSts on. testlng language
= T e . R

as a- functlonal, communlcatlve tooI as used in vgenume communlcatlve et
: . . s . A ! . ’, '

A '.".?':4 . . . .’ . . . ‘ = - e -
settlngs i R TR , =~

o . - . o - . .

pe? o4

It is bf partlcular |nterest to consuder the dlctatlon procedure- as' a

Ianguage testlng method from the perspectlve of these three dlfferent

‘g 'age assessment but rather an- assumptlon that anyone proﬂc;ent enough_’(
. to teach a langt‘fage would be also quallfled to. assess students' pro§IC|ency
ln The publlcatlon of Lados Language Testlng in 1’961 marked the‘?"

SR beglnnlng of a seCond erd in. Ianguage testlng “the "psychometrlc s’truc-;;‘-

N

’ '7UIStIC structures and rules, and by

= recently, however there has been a reactlon agalnst this approach result-» )
o lng in" what : Spolsky has termed the "mtegratnve—soclolmguustlc"happroach_«,_l;_f‘}

L tor Ianguage testlng wh|ch whlle not dlscountmg the lmportance of psycho—

a .
i NN ; ; : . . [ ‘
. o - . e . . oo e ' -
- - : - . E PR 2
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Cs

’ .19:765‘ |t was generally Iater :gnored by the true "psycho

IStS "' Lado (1961

o

1

- have argued convnncmgly on both theoret|caI and emplrlcal grc;,unds for the
conven|ence and valldlty of the dlctatron test (Oller 1972,‘7- 1=979 Oller . .

Strelff 1975)’*Oller (1979 pp 16 33] @onceptuallzes Ianguage proﬂc:ency

&

c expectari‘cy grammer"‘ le., a system of knowledge and
1 - T ] )

as a "pragm'
rules wh|ch aIIow one to predxct the form of Ianguag as itf is belng heard

or read wh|ch perm:ts comprehenston .as a constructlve (or actnve) cognl-"

S

\L&g/prodess (see Nelsser 1967 Clark 8 Clark 1977 and van Duk 8

l

‘,Klntsch, 1983, for detalled theoretlcal consxderations of Ianguage compre—._

hension as . a constructlver predlctlve process).‘ Thl/s view of Ianguage
“a ‘. . - »A / :
-profucuency |s supported by a number of: em trical studles\ (see Clark 8-:

Clark, 1977 pp 210~ 215) Wthh have demo";’t'rated/ that’-"f(.a-)l s'peech-.per— o i
‘ception s an active process wh|ch requ:res the knowledge and use of
top-down contextual'constral-nts and (b) the accuracy of recaII of aud:-—

. | »
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= reasons for whlch Lado crltiCIzed d|ctatton (l e. lt provnd; context whlch

makes 1t eas|er ' to ldentnfy |nd|v1dual 'words) may be consldered now 6 be

"'ost J‘lmportant characterlstlc as a language testlng procedure i
l

djctatlon S

snnceglt, ,'ensutlve to- ones mtegratwe knowledge of the phonologlcal

syntactlc 'arrd semanlu systems of the Iangua’ge WhICh perm|ts lt-S ant:cn-

l
s

: patlon enablung both. Comprehenslon and productlon ‘ '

LA . o l . +

.

casure of second Ianguage'
_‘;i _:v proﬂcnency- A dlctatlon test “is reIat|ver easy to construct : requlrlng

onIy the Iocat|on of a passage of approprlate dlfflculty and st,yle for the

students tor be - tested and“ lts lelsmnlllnto' segments (o_f- usually 7 to

12 Word's_)':‘l’or presentation. It is ‘therefdre considerably  easier to con-
‘struct than multiple-choice tests (see Olfer, 1979, Chap. 9) fa'ri'-d've'r'y

e

acraptable to the needs of |nd1v1dual classes ?h’ lt is poss|bIe to create

¢

Ievel of dlfﬁculty (in terms of* syntactlc structure and vocabulary) |nclud~ :
O -ing approprlate content Thls adaptablllty of the d|ctat|on procedure glves

. |t a numl;er of advantages over avai‘lab‘le standard:zed language tests

, and where spec:allzed Ianguage Skl”S are emphaslzed (e g pi the ab|I|ty to
read and wrlte scuentlﬂc artlcles in a spec1f|c techmcal ﬁeld}

\ Nevertheless there are a number of factors wh.xch I|m|t the‘ usefulness

of the d|ctat|on procedure Among‘ these- are,i
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1. - In ,‘choosihé_a text . for' a dlctatlon pa‘ssage,p there |s no., s:mple

LN
.

Iar concern when a grogp of students representlng a wide rargge of second -

Ianguage proflclency is to .be tested o T : L

.0 o o R \

. 44 B i._ Whlle thé‘ UsUal procedure for scorlng d|ctat|on lnvolves subtract-t

N

b llng one polnt f’or each lnsertlon deietion permutatlon and substltutlon at-,‘

o - .
- <

f test scores may not be. easnly comparable among examﬂkes. For example, a"”

e bscore of - 70 on a: dlctatlon test of 100 words may |nd|cate qunte dlfFrent

'Ievels of Ianguage proﬂcuency dependlng on whether mlssed pomts are p

prlmarrly due . to (a) ‘omitted or lnserted content words (e g., nouns,

-

verbs) Wthh serlously affect the comprehensnblllty of the passage (and‘_'E

s,

;_therefore would seem to lndlcate poor comprehen5|on df the passage by the:,

o o examlnee) or (b) omltted or erted functors (e g.; artlcles— conJunc—
tlons preposntlons) Wthh are Iess lmportant to the meanlng of the., text

’ - o
N -

. -';f:;_; f"f i ";3;-' Although a dlctatlon test is: relatlvel\,keasy to construct and

adm|n|ster It requures consnderably more tlme and care to score than most . .

™

3L ’_ A . oy

B el L other test's requmng wrltten responses (e g ’multlple—chOIce or cIoze :

';tests) if each |nd|v1dual word is to be. scored
o '-,;“; The dlctatlon procedure is Ilmlted to measurlng Ilstemng compre—'

R the modallty of readmg.,\- v' : . “
Ciko (1982) felt that m;any of these shortcomlngs'of the dlctatlon
- "f.'procedure f:or measurlng second Ianguage profICIency could be ellmlnated'.';
8 ; .by maklng so"m'é basnc ch‘anges to the way in whlch dlctatlon |s normaIIy
s e L o R




“admnnlstered and scored and by developlng an analogous testlng proceduré - ,‘ .

'whnch mvolvedx reading mstead of I{stenlng as used |n the d|ctat|on proce— -

> ,\o

dure. TThe prn‘?ﬁcnpal changes to the dlctatlon procedure mvolved present-i

: J w_fmg s ments of the test text at wndeiy varylng Iengths from 2 to 21

words and scorlng each segment, as: a smgle |tem (rlght or wrong) rnst ad-:

(o : c",' - B _mee e
. . - L 7

‘of scorlng each mdlv:dual word Czqkos major ﬂndlngs (as they reIate f,'o','f ;

v

R ;» ‘were.- ‘?-;.

) 1 Varylng the Iength of segments was effectuve in mampulatmg,‘:-“ '

the|r difﬁculty resultmg.m a dlctatlon test w:th a wnde range of item
I.dlffICU|tleS approprlate for testing' studeﬁ" possessmg aéwwde range of
languag o U o

2. Awardmg one pomt for each correct segment result-rng- in scores o 2<

. i_ty' In addltlon the procedure resultmg in ‘a Guttman scale of hlgh"

S reproduc:blluty. and scala%xllty so that any glven tptal score presented wnth

few exceptlons the 'samepattern, of responses to each mdnv;dual |tem (seg—

_ m_ent') .

o

P s o P . R . ) )
. b . [T . }
& - —

3. Scorlng by segment was found to be three to four ‘trmes ‘Faster'

¢

-

than the convemgal word by word scorlng procedure )

;,;;]u_—' The analogous test mvolvmg readlng and “ﬂwrltmg (:caiied a

-"copytest') admumstered to a smaIIer greup of students fhd not ¢
parably hugh reproducublllty or 5calab|I|ty

valldlty was undertaken*

v (. . N
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<% i 7 scalogram:analysis,. it shoul_d be mentloned here ‘that Mokken (1971) \hasi ,
TR e . S a .

R A . ) - : U 7
noted a=,number[of: problems assecuated w;th th usea of the- md.uces of .

-

g _:;7 . scaIablllty most often used to évaluate Guttman ‘s’f:ales and has*ademon—é g

n\ ,

L trated that the |ndex of test homogenelty (H) proposed by I:oevmger/,;.

’ .

(1947 19148) serves. as; a clearly better criterlon of scalabllltye AIso

:‘";’.:{j Mokken (1971) and Mokken apd Lewns (1982) have descrlbed a new '|ndex.

3 (H ) wlmoh '.;f L in evaluatlng the homogenelty and scaIablllty of lnd|—f"
vl'q,u-al |tems Wlthl[ glven seale of |t ms" - RO ‘. e .
: : 5 -

"lahd short scales of Ianguage proﬂcnency e
St -“' v > ‘ [ ) e ,"y . - R
s readrng Unhke; the prewous study,, however three\dlfferentglapproaches; -

‘;_'f W'er’e- used t’o’i*a'nc

th ree approag:hes

analysns and rehc

Lol o .} . .\..

A modeI\, and ( ).
(19117

: R cumulatwe ,a’nﬂd:,;‘_ 'omogeneous scale '-whtch has been t{;rthe“r
.r 7'1 . ,.';. » . 0 ; ‘ ) . " } ) ‘ ..

S




. k#‘A'

: iéi?’ei‘: Ne|ther Group BEG nor Group INT was enrblled in regular umver- -'f:-"_ WA

"}f.-‘suty courses. The"‘advanced group [Group ADV) were 25 forexgn students |
~-'enrol|ed in the UmverS‘lty of III|n0|s who had scored hlgh enough on the ,.
S Sy .'

desn“ed program of study but not hlgh enough to be exerhpi from course’s \ .

. A
u'-.. ..

- m Engllsh as a second Ianguage (ESL) A group of natlve Engllsh speak—, A

:y-ers (Group NS 17. subjects) was selected from Amerlcan undergraduates '

e LT .
L ’

BT enroIIed in an Engllshv-rhetorlc course Thus these four groups of sub—

i [ . . g .
P - . L =:
PR

‘]ects represented an e’xtremely broad range of Engllsh pro‘Fcnency, varylvng

L

from extremely I|m|ted (Group BEG) to educated natlve speaker competence |

(Gr,oup NS)

"Materlals -

¢

verSlon of the |ntroductory para.’raph

'students (Lugton 1978

r o




) ar.les._-

i P..'r.o.fc'e"duré.;

"read at a speed consndered normal for a careful o aI readlng:-‘f

- vthe dlctatIOn test (or* portlon's ar fhé text for the secon.w

'.'f{length ranglng from 2 words (ﬂrst segment) to 19:_.‘_ ]

_see Appendlx} | These 13 s%gments were f'ormed by leldmg the text at'; o

)

of- the test passage,, elther audltorily vxa an audlotape recordlng ,(for the-'._
' o

- - «, . . e e e

"-'dlctatlon) or vnsually V|a %ped transparenc1eﬁs on Aan: overhead pr@jector"_'

’(for the copytest) ﬁ‘?e’\ entlre testmg sessnon Iasted approxtmately 15

mlnutes for each test and lncluded (a) test mstructlons (b) the f‘rst'

’-’ v

":__.*presentatlon of:. the test passage durlng which the entire passage wasi R

.’s_«.’t

_ presented to the subjects wnthout mterruptlon (c) the second presentatlon'

0
3

of: the test passage d|v1ded into segments whlch |nc|uded pauses at the end_ o o

., of each of the 13 segments to allow the students t|me to wrlte what they‘_

,.had heard or read (d) the thlrd presentatlon of the test passage wnthv'”
: paus €s| at the end Kfeach of the seven sentences of the pas ge to aIlow

the studentg to check and correct WHat they had wrltten and (e) a 66-—.

“'second anse after the/thlrd presentatlon for ﬂnal correctlons‘; o T

text For aII copytest presentatlons the tlme taken to read',,'

\, L e

sentatlons) was used as the vnsual presentatlon Mme for thé"’text and:.

K3

5
<

presentatmnsi Lt

‘l.j_” -

the passage was. &

. B . . . . L L - .
. 4 pL P R A . R T R : T g . S S
: B 3 X o 3 ST M A e A . R LR A



' portlons of the text The length Of pauses USEd f‘

L

q’,_presentatlons were determln-ed by estlmdtlng the

e

- thlrd

'the admlnlstratlon of the two tests il Both tests were

fwrltten wnthout error (lncludlng spelllng"

students to w,rlte and correct thelr work " For tl

'“m

dw:dlng the number of Ietters |n the §'egment bexng

-

presentatlon the Iength ..of-each pause in sec(

and sunce the same students took both tests th’e or

the tests was counterbalanced W|th approxxmately h‘

takxng the dlctatlon test f'rst and the remammg hal

*test'ﬂ-rvst For aII students there was an lnterval

N v

F'”regular ESL class perlod to each of the four groups

_...M e T B

.}

For both the dlctatlon and co?pytest ’eaéh""'of

~

. ~consndered one'ltem Students were glven one p

"_'_score for each test , Wh e a ?ﬁumber of researcher

'?sx : B

?"'":glves at Ieast 'partlal credﬁ *to~ res;jbns”es whlch reta-l

e .‘\--_m P -\ 4. N

'.,.the test passage (see Oller 1979 Sav:gno”

wnth high rellablllty and valldlty and that the".:"-'d

Y
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"""ences in. group

- L SRR R ;.5‘¢a"|é_g '§f J:i_ahguagé.

 scored” in this way formed a Gutiman-scale of high reproducibility and = ..*

cscalability, s 0 e & e T s e e T,
5.'j/ Lo :.-:' . - \ ,;° . Results - e
. "7 7775» 77777 \;.'. ) . :

There was a small bu'e qulte cons|stent order effect for the two tests

. ;.?'Thls was md:cated by the f|nd|ng that regardless of group, those studentS;.i

dlctatlon than those students who took the dlctatlon Ws These d|ffer- -

.:.'.

L 17, 1 35 and A2 for Groups BEG INT ADV‘and s, respectlvely
'T'fThe same was als° generally true of the copytest W|th the exceptlon of ) .

e Group ADV for whom the order of admlnlstratlon had vnrtually no effect

who tOOk the dlctatlon after havsng taken the copytest dld better on the"

~_eans (out of a maxumum possuble score - of 13) were §8 n

"..'_Order dlfferences in group means for the copytest were 42 67, -.Oil; " :

“}'-and 70 for ‘G"O‘Jps B%G/ 'NT ADV and NS respectlvely However,}'--

'.‘-:ftested usmg the _ statlstlc and the dtrectlonal alternatlve hypothe5|s thatr '

.. f?*f_none of the above dlfferences was statlstlcally S|gn|f|cant (E > 05) when.‘.“

. second Therefore, all further analysns Were done WIthout regard to order

.

4 of admlnlstratlon

Item. and Scale Analyses it

"analys1s requ|r th xclusnon of students recelvmg zero or perfect scores’:

- ton -a test these extreme sub;ect‘s were excluded from the analyses of all_

o B3
- 'for each of the two tests Thus, data from 47 and 56 students were

o~

wd, |
(e E
r ',"'::-;...

;three appr‘oaches =) “that all results would be based on the samie: students""



o e Scales of Language
*included in the following analyses of the Idictatlon and co'p'ytié'st,' respec-

Flrst standard psychometrlc |nd1ces were computed for each |tem}'

{

o usmg fEhe rellablhty procedure of SPSS (HuII & Nle, 1981) The |nd|c

“;jlncluded |tem”‘ easmess (p,

W|th the flrst three items - of each test h‘avmg not|ceably lower values of

BN

7‘.:‘ E pb “than the rema|n|ng |tems of each test lt:was also found that whllev :
, the values of "a if déletéd" were hlghest for’ these flrst three |tems of

'- ) ‘~each test varlatlon in these values across |tems was_ vvfe'_ry small. |

o \ | ‘insert Table 1 about here = S

|n the second approach to analyzmg these scales, the Rasch modeI (a:l-‘

' “'one parameter logistic Iatent trali model) was used to flt the data gener-y«

? E ;ated by each of the tWO tests usmg erght and Mead's (1977) BICALl,

:-approprlate smce guessung was not a factor |anuencmg performance on the"

the pr‘oportlon °f St“dents passmg _each

| 11 < p < 98 for the copytest) '_

' _computer program A one- parameter ltem response model was consndered

;g""tests (aII responses were supplled by the students, not seIected), v;_ev_"-- ‘

number of subjects was reIatlvely small, and preV|ous r ese ch w»th ssmllar o

scaIes \,(Czlko, 1981) revealed that they resembled Guttman scales W|th each -

o ltem havmg sxmllar hlgh dsscrlmlnatory power anndlng the examnnees lnto

._,two groups (24 Iow scorers and 23 hlgh for the dlctatlon, 30 Iow and 26_' e

'-:,Zhlgh for the copytest), ,total fit. and’ dlscr|m|nat|on mdlces Were computedi;v' -
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for each rtem (see Table 1) Except for. the third copytest ltem alMtems '

':prowded qunte acceptable, total flt indices whlch were well W|th|n three_

standard error unlts of . the expected total ﬁt values of unlty (standard

sc

errors of expected total flt were 21 and 19 for the dlctatlon and copy—

’ "",.--.-.;.test-;-, respect-lvely-) The Rasch analyses also mdlcated that wrth ﬁve.'

-?Tness to the best f'ttlng JOngth curve for all |tems the~ ﬂrst and thh‘d_

.ltems of the dlctatlon as well@s the thlrd copytest item were found to have

| "'llrelatlvely flat curves whlle the flfth |tem of the d|ctat|on and. the s:xth and.

4 ',elgltwth |tems of the copytest were founcL to have relatlvely steeper curves'
e Vand consequently hlgher dlscrlmmatlng power “than the other |tems of thelr ,

-respectlve scales.

Finally, the H stat|st|c formulated by MokRen (1971) ‘was calculated "

"for‘each |tem usnng Cz:kos (1984) computer program ThlS StatISth is

snmllar to l:oevmgers J:l (l:oevmger 1947 1948) |n that |t provndes an. ,.

‘.mdlc?tlon of scale homogenelty and SCalablllty } However whereas Loev—"*

A

»‘mgers H can only be used to evaluate the homogenelty or scalab|I|ty of a o

~.""complete set of ltems Mokken s H provndes a’ way of evaluatlng each ltem s c

' v'contrlbutlon to the homogenelty or scalablllty of the scale of Wthh it is a

"‘.- -

o _.'part Uslng the crlterla proposed by Mokken (,p 185) of cons:derlngf_’

~

values of 5 or above as’ evndence of strong scalab|l|ty, ll to 5 as. evi-.
’dence of a medlum scalablllty, and 3 to 4 |nd|cat|ng weak scalablllty, wej'

notice »19‘"vlstron,g" items, 1° "medlum" ltem 3 "weak" 1tems and 2 nonscale -

R

items with :H_IBf less than ';;-3? Agaln .\all weak or nonscale |tems were

..'

'~ found among the first three |tems of each test

b
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In c@parlng tHe above three - approaches to scaIe and |tem anaIyS|s

<y

*a‘I'I three showed a h|gh degree of convergence in sngnalllng |tems 1 2

and 3 of the dlctatlon and ltems I and 3 of the copytest as ltems WIth a

: relatlvely poor fit to the scale def“ned by the otdter: |tems ' However— Whlle
: . : A :

e i R
L

the item-total correlano’rfand scalablllty for |tem 2 of the d|ctat|on were

thlS |tem nevertheless had cIose to

__much" steeper d|scrrm|nat|on curve than other ltems in the|r respectlve

" _scales all ofher mdlces of flt for these two Items appeared qulte accept—

Indlces of the rellabllity and homogenelty of the dlctatlon and copy-—

o tes’lf are glven |n TabI i In splte of the fact that each test consnsted of -
.'-‘onIy 13 ltems and that students with. extreme scores were excluded from ’

these analyses aII estlmates of psychometrlc rellabllty were. m the range of »

.82 to .90~. In add|ton the d|ctat|on and copytest were found to have H

. va’lués of 50 and '.53; respect|vely, lndlcatlng that they co.qprlsed rwhat '

: couId be ' consi ered strong homogeneous scales (Mokken & I:ewus 1982,

- p. 422) . .‘ . :" \

'r_'.lty of the two Ianguage proflc1ency measures ) These |ncIuded (a) compar— R

: wnth other tests of Engllsh

. - . . E v

Two prinC|paI technlques were emponed to he construct vaI|d— -

—

lng the ‘mean dlctatlon an{copytest scores of the four groups of students

and (b) examlnlng the k orrelatlons of the dlctatlon and copytest scoresf;“

ead_lng and_ Ilstenlng com_prehenSIon;' :
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s A summary '6f thé»‘béffﬁi‘mahéé of fhé fdtii‘v.jgl"'i"étibrs 6h the dictation

lj.»

Pl

. &
"and copytest is glven in TabIe 3 For both measures the: reIatlve magnl—
Ky soon

‘,.I.tudes of aII group means were as predlcted ‘with Group BEG scorlng low= .
1o -

-, lest, followed in order of mcreasmg mean scores by roups INT, ADV nd

y leferences in means between ad;acent groups w're showr) to be. qUIte
3 .

i -
) -fglarge when dwnded by the pooled standard devuatlon of test scores for aII
"our groups The resultlng °effect size (ES) was weII above unlty for each

omparlson WIth the Iargest values ‘obtained when compan lng GroupS ADV

e

\

i 5\
‘means (€ = 95) ranged from a Iower Ilmlt of 77 (Groups INT and ADV on

the copytest) to" 8 01 (Groups ADV and NS on the d|ctat|on) Thésé

\
e analyses prov1de eV|dence of the valldlty of the dlctatlon and copytest in

that the orderlng of the group means’ was conS|stent with the orderlng that

L

a valid test of English proflclency would be expected to produce and

d|fferences between adjacent/ group means were Iarge and statlstlcallyc

: . o
SIgnlflcant.‘ |n*addltl0n’ aII but one student of Group NS scored 10 or

. »,_VINT scored 5 or below on each test

¥

_Insert Table 3 abotit here

> Pearson’ product-moméht’ intercorrelatiohs were computed among-thé_

;'dlctatlon and copytest total scores; the Iog ablllty scores of studenti W|th _
f

SR nonextreme dlctatlon and copytest scores; the subparts and total tbge
.‘IEPT (dictation structure and cloze tests), and the. subparts and total of
. 7777’7 j'

oA the TOEFL (Ilstemng comprehensnon tructure and readlng comprehensmn

";.tests):., The upper tr|angle of TabIe I gives correlatlon coeff|c1ents usnng

N .

'Y
I

.':'-"';and NS. Confldence mtervals of the dlfference between ad]acent group ¢

e



‘"_While these dlffrences were not great (ranglng from .03 to 08) they do
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. & P . 3
A . . .. Loacd

aIl avallable data Slnce ao students from Groups ADV or NS had recently e

taken the IEPT ,pr ‘TOEFL aH correlatlons :nv lvmg these tests were i
on relatlvely smaII numbers of students (18 to 425) Also smce ‘the. corre‘—';"

iéﬁ{)ﬁ éééffiéients fin the'upper tr|ang|e of Ta,ble 4. are based on dlfferzé t
A a B ‘ -

elatlon coefﬂc1ents based on data v

tr;,angie ‘ \

"-"'-w“:.

L s that both the— «

Among these Cﬁ)rrelatron;s,

?

and- g‘SS,. and 70 on the IoWer triangle respectlvely) "'Also' wh|Ie the k

. ® ..u

'dnctatlon and copytest used completely dlfferent methods for Asesenting th

w I &

"‘_scores of the dlctatlon and copytest had w1t - of

;._‘éoﬁbérlsons unlformly hlgher correlatlons\c/ith the-r

' tests. than did” the s1mp|e totaI (raw) ‘scores of the d|ctatxon nd copytest

;

PO

t - x
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mance on other measures of langauge proficiency than were the simple total - _
At tlﬁs point lt seems appropr|ate to addr' two concerns arlsmg

from the nature of these two ,novel testlng procedure& Slnce Table lr‘-.'_»_,

shows a clear relatlonshlp between |tem Iength and dlfﬁculty for'the two. ,

- . N

"scales it may seem that Ionger :tems'

Allso snnce the |tems

. »

m Iengthrthroughout _.e__ ch test
: e - _
culmmatlng ina segme At of 19 words theset tests may ln some respects

raduaILy mcrea ed

AR

: appear more Ilke tests “of short ~term memory than of Ianguage proﬁcuency

,|‘1C-° : LW

1 aII of the ESl: students For example on- the d|ctat|on test - all l7 Group

s

NS students passed the Iast item while only one ESL student from Group

ADV d|d so whlle on the copytest 15 out of 17 G.roup NS studcnts passed

the Iast ltem whlle only 10 outyof 56 ESL stu%ents dld\SO‘(B fromGroup

- '

ADV 2 fr;@m Group INT, and 0 from Group BEG) Therefore unless
BN

@ ‘ t-héré' IS some reason to belileve that natlve Engllsh speaklng Amerlcan

-"::;':lt-‘appéa’ moré reaso nable to conclude that lt is the dlft’erent Ievels of
. « -

" Ianguage knowledge represented in the sample that is - responsuble for the

»

rvarlatlon |n test scores (see Table 3) It is thlS knowledge whlch
:“necessary - for. the com'p'r‘eh'ension and "'chunki‘ng'l of the" wor'ds in each_ ut,e'm'
which pérmlt's'th»élr réténtlon in short- term memory (see Miller, 1956)

-

Als'o"— while it cannot be denied that Ionger items present more opportun*

~ ities' for- error, tth is' aIso likeiy the case for most mental tests where

e ]
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-

B ie

many pleces of mformatlon as well as mferencmg sk|IIs mathematlcs prob"

LY

4"1

"', :_.

';
the group mean dlffrenceﬁnd ihtercorrelat‘iohs réi-, ;

measures of Ianguage proﬂcnency and that.the Rasch log ablllty transforma—

B tlons of the totaI dlctatlon and copytest scores have sllghtly hlgher vaI|d-_.

s . :
.lty‘ as' meas ur f Ianguage proﬂcnency than do the ‘raw totaI scores of
these two teSts;;. o :

- « . v op

Slnce the reSuIts reported above are based on reIatnver smaII num-; .

v N

inbéi‘é of étudéiﬁté' éi"‘id élhté thﬁ dlttétlbh and Cbbytést Uééd ’thé"é_émé bté)’(t-l ‘ 52

",segmented in -tdehti'cal' ways, the dictation and c'o'p'y't'e;'st‘ data 'répart'e'd by

<,

Cznko (1982) Were re—analyzed in. an attempt to replicate’ these t"ndlngs

ijsin‘ij thé same m-ethods;'of scale a'nalysns These‘data were colle’cted'usmg_

a d|ctat|on and copytest based on a dlfFrent text than the one used above

. / ons;stlng of 14 items’ ranglng in Iength from 2 to 21 words | A total of

' '

.

) '-::162 'students _were admm,lstered_ the d'ctatlon and:a smaller 76&5 of 34
1.students';too’k"the__cop;ytest:. As abo.ve, these students - repres€nted begm—
hing to hat.ive;spéa‘ker sroficency in E,nglrsh. E§<clud|ng all students With

‘sither, perfect or. zero test’ scores from the analyses left 87 and 33 students

.

v

.7 for the dictation and copytest;- respectively.
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o ' . e ,
iipt . Insert Tables 5 and 6 about here R \
‘ | The results of the analyses of ?hese dlctatlon and copytest ltems and |
: scales are. presented in Tables S%nd 6 Ag can be seen on Table 5 aII 14

\.

,expected Rasch fxt were ;"2»'1“ and 219 for the d|ctat|on and copytest

s spe_ctlvely)*. Whlle the corrected |tem—total pomt—blserlal correlatlons (rpb.) j _
Were Iower for extreme ltems the other lndlces lndlcate that except for '
_<the sccond copytest |tem these extreme ltems were nonetheless homogene—;; I
;ous Wlthln thelr respectlve scaIesH As shown -on Table 6 both tests had
'estlmates of psychometrlc rellablllty ranglng from 85 to - 93 With high H - -a
| values of .76 and 61 for the dictation and copytest respectiveiy—,‘ indicat: | “
ing that bothm tests formed strong cumulatuye—,_ ho_m"o'geneo'us scales. With - |
'réé'p'éct, to the conStruct;;vaiidity of the dictation test, Cziko (1981) re-—

KK ported that group mean dlfferences and correlatlons with other measures of - -

- language prOflClency (ranging from %75 to 86) supported its valldlty as ..
T . ,‘ K . g" .

¥

measure of language proficiency. ,\&

n“; . <"‘r‘--.-‘v

s
vl

v © biseussion - &

The results of th|s research have provnded evndence that reIatlverf'
short scales can be constructed to prov1de usefuI measures of Ianguage

_proﬂclency It appears that such scales can be easuly constructed by:

;isegments either audltorlly (as for the dlctatlon) or v;sually (as ‘for the(;
N
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[

copytest) and requlrlng,«»f’t\ye examlnees to wr|te down \what they recaII,-.v_i

"_after the presentatlon of each segment . i

The use of homogeneous cumula’tive- ‘scales to "m'ea”stire Ianguage'—

. most other Ianguage testlng techmques

F|rst the homogenelty and cum

|s 1mportant for aII meas,ures Q‘

-a qual lty whlch

! ' R

sorrjhi.sticated factor anaIyt|c and - Iatent tralt procedures {see ._Hambleton BT

Second s:nce the ltems of an abillty test can onIy Be cumulatlve 1f.‘,’ -
» LI é ‘. 'r,l"-" !

the scale |ncIudes items from all along the dlfﬂculty contmuum from very P

SN R

easy to very difficutt, such a test can be used for students representlng ‘a

very broad range of Ianguage proflciency, ranglng from very p@or “to -,":;é_,

ﬂ

,natlve—speaker prof‘CIency ThlS cumulatlveness of" the |tems aIso assuresj:

that an |nde|duaI's totaI score |s a good predlctor df responses‘ .lp’each of..'*’”

B —; P T - _\
o .the |nd|V|duaI xtems., Thls makes test scores more d|rectIy comﬁarable and-_' T
:‘ - . / . « , _1‘- »:‘ B . o

meanlngful ‘since- two mdtvnduals obtalnlng same- total test scqre on a cumu— e

BN

lative scale will have a: snmllar pattern of responses to mdwndual t'est'

1 . o,

. items. camulat.vene‘g(s. also makes

patterns of individuals for ev1dence of mattentweness to éth,e test or ct eat— ' I

ing. Such behavnor would be lndrcated b)/ a’ responsei‘batt—ern chargcte -

’ 7 lzed by. the falllng of easy |tems and the passing of: ?ho,ré dlchu[t itéms :
b S Wi o, S

(see Harnlsch; 19¢ 3,' for a detalled discussmn of. unusual%ltem res'p_nse; e
batte’nvsl;\; how thef can be gquantified, and their implrca'tro'nsi:f'o'r t**estn.ngf'v""i.’ aj

and ‘instruction). | , ; | ) o .
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apprc)prlat% for analyzmg %ems mcluded»m a stale of -xtems wnt

1

'% rangtng dlfficultles

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



E

RIC:

dlalecgs
5

and’

’.
. .

f the Ianguage testlrtg techmques mvestlgated ih’»

vnvolved wr|t|ng as the responsé there 9s no réa‘son whyi‘

"“"'o'.'ral productlon could not be used as the respon§‘e mode Sh0U|d it be

Whlle oral Ianguage productlon |n re-'.

”, e: g., Swam

famll‘lar with tests of second Ieanguage prof"cnency that have used oral

% .

readihg ta"sg;s; :

modlﬂed accordlng to the technlques used mrthls

ame desnrable.characterlstlc - the - dlctatlon and

S s_tu'dy, »,W'o'ul‘d have the

- é'o'aytest "p"r'o"cédurés inv stigatéd héi"é. IS hps‘ |s the ea"s We wouId then
;2::: have four~powerfu| and practlcal Ianéuage testmg procedures for meastir—
’ lhg language prof";ency whlchfihvéive elther the audltory or visual pre-
. sentation of Ianguage a’n’d elther wrltlng or oral productlon as respon’se
| modes. |
. ’ : . é ‘., : A
Qo - _— : -*“; Ry 24

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Research is ‘needed, to determme"whether sueh Ianguage

Dumas, & Nalm,an 1974) the authors*areh’ot S

T
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S

fh"e ';:‘jrie'éént fr’és:éé'rch has démo'hst'raiéé tiiat réiai‘ivay 'sh'o"rtl cumula-
SRR e

- . */
.I_Guttman scales have been prlmarlly used

.c_

ry

,

~

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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v
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'_ltem responsé patterns Appllca
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" *Table1

L : Char‘ac‘terlstlcs of chtatlon and Cogytest Items | PR

Dictatien (n=47) -,

o . @ |

23 .70 o 7 .33
35 0 .70 W3
.06 . j533

105 50
L 1.16 . . .51 _
04 64 =

.83 .19 .83 -3 05
.45 .38, .82 . -.55
.91 13- .83  -3.99 ..
B2 .49 .81 " -1.58 - .68
.4 . .80 -:81 199
;38_{;56 .80 -:13 - .73
.23-7.50 81 1:04 .86

YN
N
—

(000~ 0% U1 W o, =
DU O S W WP, s
g
7<)
Pz
<o)

.08 " .58
;05 - ';61>

—

X

— | —

~ .U

—_ n

T w

U101 BN

ol i

o) ©

- )

e ]

O ESS

(dw) —

4 T .G
o = Q). Y .
— ) ) ) o) ) —) ) —)

o
w
a\

13 19 1028 .81 . 282 .55

caﬁyféét (n=56) | |
9 .04 8 515 175 99 | g

I 2 _
.2 3 .91 .25 .8 =3.31 - . .88 1.04 - <53 .5 .
. -3 3 .95 -.11 .86 -3.96- - 53.16 . .02 . - -.28. -
) 4 3 ..63...60 .83. -.64. .--v.61 -~ -1.01 . .62
' >, 4 - =55 .58 .:83" =11 - 70, . "1.03 . .54
- B B . :54 .80 81 03 - 31 - 1.42 - . 71~
7 . 5 .52 .50 .84 16 - 1:16 .84 . 46
8 7 - 52 .72 .82 216 .48 - 143 . .64,
9 10 - 41 ..58 .83 1.00 - 1.05 . .97 -."569‘ v
10 11 23 60 .83 2.60 - 1.15 1.03 .69
11 15 18 .62 .83 3.19. - .24 1.13 - .80
12 7. .11 .41 .84 411 . .33 - 110 = .68
13 19 - 38 49 84 - 1.91 113 ,";98 IRt
Note. Data from students obtalnlng zer‘o or perfect scores wére ex= -
clua 2d from these analyes: . : P
. . “pefinitions of these ltem,,,cflarac,t@ttst'cs are: ,5éd9§ﬁ§é,, _orderof item
‘r lfn”passage, Iength £ number of words in. lt,e,m,ﬁg = proportion of students

~ternal consistenty of test with item deleted fit = Rasch total mean- square |
-fit; discrimination = Rasch item duscrlmlnatlon,‘:_H_i Mokken mdex of .item -

homogenelty

- passing item; r'EB = corrected item-total point-biserial correlation; « = in-

e

o —
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" Table 2.

’ Reliability and- Homogeneity of D_ictatich and- Copytest SCéléS/

P

Characterlstlc R chtatlon .. Copytest

Cronbach's — — T 8% : .84
Spear‘man Brown spllt- R . R S
half reliability’ ST 86 g - 86
Guttman split-Ralf - - -
reliability -~ . - .~ .86 S - -

e Guttman largest A . . .86 .8
Loevmgers H L T '.’;56_ » A .E,é
; ' _,
N :
R
q
< S

R A

e
.

N i

Note: ~ The data of the same. students included in Table 1 were included ; . ."

“in-these analyses: . i L e
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v
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—— fer l-‘ll(t‘ .‘; 7* ",’;
. bet ween means (G 95) o

S S Y

v . .
. - X H N g PG

LA
[N

" Dictation -

< BEG 13 .1.00 . 1530 . - e o oot e S
| T 0 R3t T2t 383 L L
CINT "2 342 188 T T S TR
s T e e .33 .8 - 4.06 oo
‘' ADY - 257 "'5:88 . 2.54 .. - A
S 383 541 0 T 8L0T o
NS © 17 1259 .87 R T

- o - o Capytest ;Tf~5*‘ ; ,;.r7:;mﬁ_; s B S v;‘

 Note. " Data from-all students were included; in. tﬁé;s,anaig;éég

ES for adjacent group means was calculated by subtractlng the mean of

the less pr'ofluent group from the mean of the more prbf:cnent group and

o

i:'.d|V|d|ng this dlfferenee by the pooled standard devuatlon Df test scor'es for \

7 ~":a” four' gr‘oups T R c

These estlmated llmlts_ar'efor' aqjacent means shown on r'ows |mmed|ately

. above and below the row of Wthh the l|m|ts are glven :
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v
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o

ln&‘correlatrons Among Measures of tanguage Prafrerenc;y

© Reafingtests

;Is,z';r:_nctat.on Iog ablhty % - 18 82 ). s*r(n 79(*6) 62(18) n( ) 46(ié§ (urr 68(18) 68(18):

3 T deaton 3 7 54(23) 47(25) vzgrza)” ?5(25) 55(25) 62(23)

. I ) ' l

"'.',_zii.rTOEFL I|stenmg L e e ek
o omgrenenon TR 49 _::4_5(_23)'**2()-“--'90(2;); .i?f?f(23)‘ ‘-69(23)-‘;74(23)_-3_;8;9(23) _;,;89‘(23);
S e w008 - s am s s s i s
5 Ccnytest log abmty % 37"-""”""."'3"6.;"";.? LRI B 213(2’2) 57(225 .37(22) () 2 12
| 7 1697 ricthre 556265 L 52 - o 73(25) 8(23) .'86('23}‘.97(?55; fé;j(zé»}
oBfan M d B S 88T SE) O SE 8

W R R e TR s T ) B e)

;av;;a.nn','J4_;n:gjo,r.n o e ) )
ol ?,_L[;‘aqr;jgn._ﬁas BTN S - O AR 02)
nf‘nom bt jm BO% B s R é".gs-ff"“*j;.ys 8% B

ey
LA |
[ |

‘ Nnte Each coefflcrent above the maln dlagonal mcludes all students wrth nons mrssmg-ﬁdata for the two testsithe number of
students for eachcoefficient ‘is “gived jn parenfﬁeses) Each coefficidnt below the diagonal mciudes the same 18 students. from-
Group BEG ang. INT- for. ‘whom test 'scores, on -2, tests were avarzlbte AH correlatlun cueffruents greater than 39 were. S|gmf|

?’rcantly greater than zero (E< 05) g e T | - o —

) . . e . s . R B , . | .
4, v ' . R :
ok . [ : S .

. . . e
- [
L, . e T : e _r Ce |
o v T - [N . ..
+ " ¢
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Table 5

- Re- Analy5|s of Characterlstlcs of chtatlon and Copytest ltems from Data

Collected by Criko (1982) .f A o _fgx o

V‘Séd“’e,”ce Length B ry, o -Difficulty Fit Discrimination H -

‘Dictation (n=87)

2 .94 .18 91" -7.69 . .49
4 .80 .35 .91 -5.70 .61
4 . .68 .51 .90 -4.25 .34 14 .89
.6 -39 .68 .89 -.99 . .88 .03 79
5 .33 .75 .89 . -.34 .42
8
8
7

13 - .68
14 .78 |

33 .75 42 - 1.03 - .81

.25 .52 .90 -.68 1.36 - .95 .53

.25 .78 .89 . _.68 .32 .03 .18
L N .22 .11 .89 1.19 .36 .03 ;77". -
10 21 .76 .89  1.37 .38 . 1.03 e - .76
110 81 89 1.56 22 1.3 .81

- o1t 130 18 .72 .89 1.75 .33 03 .74
- M2t 140 -0 11 (600190 3.02 - .31°
. 137 18 . .10 82 .90  3.25 .17

.8 21 7 o2 27 %0 <547 119

“3©°g¢°’01i*°9ﬂn_;f'd

~4
—_
[en]
—_
[an)
[an)
(o]
pukcd
[o2]
(o]

04 .83
02 76

Copytest (p=33) D

.94 .43 .84 '4 62 .13 ;08~ -84
.85 .14 .86 -2.89 3.73 .14 .
88 .62 .83  -3:38 2 1.08 87
, - :73.,.59 .83 ‘1.48 .74 - .00 .62
Y7752 84 <177 89 93 - 57
39 57 83 103 .64 87 .81
70 2 133 .69
+1.30 .68
A5, 0 T
.09 - .59 -
1.20 - 64

[
(93
[#83
o
DR ‘
N
[ T Y N

;;10 .

RS W N S G s )
R RWDONOOUT D NN

(93]

N

~J

no

o]

N

[EY

~J

N

[ary

[ S A G

1.04 74
.04 .. 39

—
BN
N
—
o0
O
=W
~NL
1l o000
ar'oy
NG PRV
NS
BN
—
-~ —
N oY
7 X R |
~
KN

\ i

| "'N'ot'e : Data from students obtammg zero or per‘fect scores wereTExe T

cluded from these analyses : See note of Table 1 for definitions of item = -
characterlstlcs D : e : \j( LR

A T e ML N P : .
: - - . s
. : . ; ‘
L

B
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Table 6

v

Re- Anab/SlS of Rellablllty and Homogenelty of chtatlon and Copxtest Scales -

from Data Collected by Cznko (1982)

Eharactéris'ﬁc_. © . pictation - f Copytest

Cronbach's a *; B I - <

Spearman- Brown spllt half - “ .92 N o .89
rellablllty : ST ' o

§ Guttman spllt half ;- | . o .92 - s .88 s
| rellablllty o ot : B
Guttman's’ IargéSt A .o . .93 S _ R ;91’.
toevinger's H 76 - 6T

. "j(v |

3 . "
Note. The data of thé same students included in Table 3 were included

.

. \l:';‘ﬂ N -
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—ex%ent—/—Some—ammais—hav- :

~
~

advance of human CIVIIIZHtIOﬁ / The same story can be told nn the

.

‘and antelope. / 4n Centr'al and South Amemea;.,where ,\anxmalswer‘e‘ once
@

thought safe, they ar‘e now thr‘eatened‘f / In the Iast three centur'les,

.- over. two hundred _-‘spectes of mammals, blr'ds, and r'eptlles haVe become -

extlnct / Our ‘wild anerals are belng swept from the Iand the bn‘ds‘

N [ . :
N L e . S . . . L C Y - [
. = v 8 . . . . B )
al ‘. . X i 5 -
: . N . . _

’
.
,/:— - 3
/.
. _ .
; g ¢
L o - R .
,' ® :
~ -

.. ~ .-

. : e

ves

) A W

7
4
.
-1
& 1
;
t e Y
’ e

Note The boundarles of the 13 segments (ntems) of the test passage

are nndlcated by \







